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Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed March 9 th , 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues (see Remarks, page 6) that, Kinney et al. does not teach a 
method, "wherein only the host can transmit the information to the memory storage 
device". Examiner however respectfully disagrees. For example, Kinney discloses 
transmitting user events that are effected in a local system (in the rejection 
exemplified as playback system 1), and subsequently effected in devices remote to 
the playback system 1 . As such (1 ) reads on the host, that transmits user events 
(information) to the memory storage device utilizing the network for allowing 
simultaneous playback on each of the client devices. Furthermore, only the device 
local to the user (i.e. initiator of user events) transmits the events to remote playback 
systems for synchronization with the local device. 

Claim 1 has been additionally rejected in the alternative over Kinney. In this 
alternative view, it is noted that when joining sessions, only a "master" can 
synchronize other devices initially upon joining the presentation. The master sends 
a seek and play event in response to a Hello request. Accordingly the only the 
master can transmit information (seek and play events in response to hello) to the 
memory storage device for an initial synchronization of each participant joining the 
session (i.e. client), thereby allowing simultaneous playback of the event on each of 
the client apparatuses. 
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Examiner therefore submits that the broad limitations presented in claim 1 fail 
to overcome the rejection. For these reasons stated above, the rejection has been 
maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1-6, and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Kinney et al. (US Pat. 5,808,662). 

As to claim 1, Kinney discloses a method of synchronizing an event on a 
plurality of client apparatuses comprising the step of: 

Providing an event (movie data) stored in a memory storage device (media file 
1 1 5); see column 3 lines 41-49 

Connecting the client apparatuses (e.g. Playback System 2...n) to a host 
computer (e.g. Playback System 1) to a network (column 3, lines 16-21); 

Kinney discloses that local user events can be generated by participant of play 
back system 1 , that is transmitted to remote playback systems (see steps 232, 244, 
252) for allowing simultaneously playback. See column 7 lines 19-25, and lines 49- 
54. This reads on the "transmitting information from the host computer to the 
memory storage device utilizing the network for allowing simultaneous playback on 
each of the client apparatuses". When the event is a user event, (i.e. generated 
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locally at 1), the event is effected at the local playback system and then effected at 
the remote locations (e.g. column 7 lines 19-22). Therefore the local events can 
only be transmitted by the initiator of the local event (playback system 1) to the 
memory storage device to control the simultaneous playback. See column 7 lines 8- 
11. 

As to claim 2, Kinney further discloses wherein the event (movie) further 
includes audio and video presentation (see column 3 lines 5-6). 

With regards to claim 3, Kinney further discloses wherein the event is a movie 
(see column 2 lines 66-67). 

With regards to claim 4, Kinney further discloses wherein the network is a WAN 
(see column 3 lines 19-21). 

With regards to claim 6, Kinney further discloses wherein the information 
includes an ending time when the playback of the event is to end on each of the 
client apparatuses (see steps 242, 244, fig. 2B, column 7, lines 34-43). 

With regards to claim 9, Kinney further discloses network events that are 
generated by remote participants (e.g. participant 2) and received by the host (e.g. 
participant 1) and the host (1) altering playback based on the input (steps 248, 256). 

Claim 1 is additionally rejected in the alternative over Kinney as below: 

As to claim 1 , Kinney discloses a method of synchronizing an event on a 
plurality of client apparatuses comprising the step of: 
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Providing an event (movie data) stored in a memory storage device (media file 
1 1 5); see column 3 lines 41-49 

Connecting the client apparatuses to a host computer ("master") to a network 
(column 3, lines 16-21); 

In the event a user wants to join a movie playback session, a "Hello" event is 
transmitted by the participant and the master responds to the "hello" event (see 
column 8, lines 13-14). The master responds to the "hello" event by sending a 
"seek" event and a "play" event so that the requesting participant can by 
synchronized with the current viewing by other viewers. See column 6 lines 57-67. 
Accordingly the only the master can transmit information (seek and play events in 
response to hello) to the memory storage device for an initial synchronization of 
each participant joining the session (i.e. client), thereby allowing simultaneous 
playback of the event on each of the client apparatuses. 

With regards to claim 5, Kinney further discloses wherein the information 
includes a start time when the playback of the event is to begin on each of the client 
apparatuses (seek event in response to a hello event determines start time of the 
presentation on the client, see column 8 lines 9-18) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 7 and 8 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kinney 
etal. (US Pat. 5,808,662). 

With regards to claim 7, Kinney discloses that the media file 1 15 is a storage that 
contains enough memory to store a movie (see column 3 lines 42-43). Kinney 
discloses that media file 115 may take many forms including CD ROM, hard disk, an 
optical disk, etc., however fails to specifically disclose a DVD. Examiner takes 
Official Notice that it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention 
to distribute media using digital video discs for the purpose of providing higher 
quality images on a medium capable of storing larger quantities of data. Therefore 
the examiner submits that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify the Kinney et al. media file accordingly for 
the stated advantages. 

With regards to claim 8, the system as modified in claim 7 comprises a DVD 
memory storage device. Kinney further discloses the step of synchronizing seek 
events generated based on user commands at the local play back system with 
remote users, (see steps 232, 244). Kinney however does not specifically disclose 
a seek command including chapter information associated with the DVD. Examiner 
takes Official Notice that it was notoriously well known in the art to jump certain 
portions of a DVD using chapter information for the purpose of providing a readily 
available method for facilitating seek operations in a media file. Therefore the 



Application/Control Number: 09/488,345 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2424 

examiner it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to further modify the system to seek the stated advantages. 

6. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kinney et 
al. (US Pat. 5,808,662) in view of LaJoie et al. (US Pat. 5,850,218). 

With regards to claim 20, Kinney discloses transmitting information to a 
joining client apparatus as discussed in claim 1 above. Kinney does not disclose 
wherein the information also includes a history of the simultaneous playback. 

In an analogous art, LaJoie discloses transmission of history information from a 
host apparatus, comprising a running time and elapsed time (column 5 lines 15-22, 
lines 64-column 6 lines 3, column 10 lines 20-34). Therefore, the examiner submits 
that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Kinney transmitted information to joining client apparatuses with 
the LaJoie et al. history information for the purpose of informing the user how much 
of the synchronized playback event he/she has missed. 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
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period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from 
the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final 
action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to USHA RAMAN whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7380. The examiner can normally be reached on Tue-Fri: 8am-6:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Christopher Kelley can be reached on (571) 272-7331 . The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571- 
272-1000. 
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